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| ist of Abbreviations and Acronym

AFB - Air Force Base
AFRPA Air Force Real Property Agency (formerly Air Force Base Conversion Agency)
AOC ~Area of Concern
ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement
ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances and Dlsease Registry
BGS below ground surface
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
COPCs chemicals of potential concern :
DBCRA Defense Base Closure and Reahonment Act
DoD Department of Defense ;

- EIS Environmental Impact Statement

- EPA - United States Environmental Protection Aoency
FFA Federal Facility Agreement
GLDC Griffiss Local Development Corporation
HI Hazard Index
HQ Hazard Quotient
IRP Installation Restoration Program
NCP National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
NPL National Priorities List
NYSDEC New York State Department of Environmental Conservatlon
NYSDOH New York State Department of Health
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl '
RI remedial investigation
ROD Record of Decision
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
SVOC semivolatile organic compound
"VOC volatile organic compound
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1 | | ’ - Declaration

R

1.1 Site Name and Location
The Lot 69 Area of Concern (AOC) (site identification designation SS-17) is lo-
cated at the former Griffiss Air Force Base (AFB) in Rome, Oneida County, New York.

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the institutional controls alternative for
theﬂLot’69 AOC at the former Griffiss AFB. This alternative has been chosen in accor-
dance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act (SARA), and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingéncy Plan
(NCP). The refnedy has been selected by the United States Air Force (Air Force) in con-
junction with the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and with the
concurrence of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) pursuant to the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) among the parties under
Section 120 of CERCLA. This decision is based on the administrative record flle.for this

site.

1.3 Assessment of the Site
The response action selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the public health

or welfare, or the environment, from actual or threatened release of hazardous substances

from the AOC into the environment.
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1.4 Description of Selected Remedy

The Selected Remedy for the Lot 69 AOC is institutional controls in the form of
land use restrictions for industrial/commercial use and groundwater use restrictions. In-
stitutional controls will be implemented to minimize the exposure of any future users of
the property‘inchvlding Air Force personnel, lessees/sublessees, transferees, and construc-
tion workers to any remaining hazardous substances located on the property encompassed
by the Lot 69 AOC. Each deed from the United States, which includes property within
the boundary of the Lot 69 AOC, will contain the following restrictions to ensure that the

reuse of the site is consistent with the risk assessment:

o Development and use of the entire Lot 69 AOC property for residential hous-
ing, elementary and secondary schools, childcare facilities and playgrounds
will be prohibited unless prior approval is received from the Air Force, EPA,

‘and NYSDEC; and '

e The owner or occupant of this site shall not extract, utilize, consume, or per-
mit to be extracted, any water from the subsurface aquifer within the boundary
of the site (see Figure 2) unless such owner or occupant obtains prior written
approval from the NYSDOH.

The baseline risk assessment indicated that the levels of contaminants present in
the soil and groundwater fell within or below EPA’s acceptable carcinogenic risk range
and posed no noncarcinogenic risk to utility, cbnstruction, and industrial workers, with
the exception of groundw'ater ingestion by the industrial worker, which will be restricted
as described above. Therefore, the concentrations of chemicals in the soil and groundwa-
ter and the results of the baseline risk assessment demonstrate that site contaminants, in
conjuriction with the institutional controls mentioned earlier, pose no current or potential
threat to public health or the environment.

The Air Force is responsible for implementing, maintaining, monitoring, and en-
forcing the institutional controls. The above restrictions will be maintained until the con- _
centrations of hazardous substances in the soil and groundWater have been reduced to
levels that allow for unlimited exposures and unrestricted use. It is anticipated that suc-

cessful implementation, operation, maintenance, and enforcement of these institutional
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controls in accordance with the terms of this ROD will achieve protection of human
health and the environment and compliance with all legal requirements. Approval by the
Air Force and EPA with concurrence from NYSDEC is required for any modification or

termination of institutional controls.

1.5 Statutory Determinations
The Air Force Real Property Agency (AFRPA) and EPA, with concurrence from

NYSDEC, have determined that institutional controls in the form of land use restrictions
for industrial/commercial use and groundwater use restrictions are warranted for this site.
Future landowners will be bound, through the property deed, to the industrial/commercial
_reuse of the area within the Lot 69 AOC boundary and groundwater use restrictions.
Five-year reviews wi/ll be performed by the Air Force, in conjunction with the
EPA and NYSDEC, to.ensure that (1) the Selected Remedy is protective of public health
and the environment, (2) future land use is in compliance with the deed restﬁctioné for
industrial/commercial use, and (3) any groundwater use has been approved by the

NYSDOH prior to use.

1.6 ROD Data Certification Checklist

The following information is included in the Decision"Summary section of this

ROD. Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record for this site.

/7

e The chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) and their respective concentra-
tions are presented in Section 2.5, Site Characteristics.

e Current and reasonably anticipated future land and groundwater use assump-
tions used in the baseline risk assessment and ROD are presented in Section
2.6, Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses.

e The baseline risk represented by the COPCs is presented in Section 2.7, Sum-
. mary of Site Risks. A '
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1.7 Authorizing Signatures

On the basis of the remedial investigation (RI) performed at the Lot 69 AOC,
there is no evidence that residual contamination at this site poses a current or future po-
tential threat to human health or the environment when used for industrial/commercial
purposes and when groundwater use is restricted. Future landowners will be bound,
through the property deed, to the industrial/commercial reuse of the prdperty and
groundwater use restrictions. The NYSDEC has concurred with the Selected Remedy

presented in this Record of Decision.

ﬁ@' 22 Sl e o ' DEC 2 0 2004

Kathryn M/Halvorson Date
Director :
Air Force Real Property Agency

/\.( A/C&Mu%%— wfu 74/(;’%/5/ 7 .;,Loo:{’
William McCabe ] Date

Acting Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2
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2 | Decision Summary

L BRI

2.1 Site Name, Location, and Brief Description

The Lot 69 AOC (site identification desi gnation Sé—17) is located at the former
Griffiss Air Force Base (AFB) in Rome, Oneida County, New York. Pursuant to Section
105 of CERCLA, Griffiss AFB was included on the NPL on July 15, 1987. On August
21, 1990, the EPA, NYSDEC, and the AFRPA entered into an FFA under Section 120 of
CERCLA. |

| Lot 69 is located in the south central industrialized portion of the former Griffiss
AFB base (see Figure 1). The site contains a Vehicle Maintenance Facility, including
Buildings 11 and 15, and an asphalt-covered vehicle parking and storage area.

From 1965 to 1982, this AOC was used as an unrestricted interim drum storage
area for containers of liquid and solid hazardous wastes 'generated on the base. Based on
aerial photographs, the location of Building 11 was the original storage area (see Fig-
ure 2).- Drums were stored outside on raised palleté in an open grass and gravel lot. The -

primary wastes managed at the site included soot from No. 6 fuel oil, flammable liquids,

spent corrosives, spent solvents, neutralized acids, fuel spill residues, and waste oils.

2.2 Site History and Enforcement Activities

The Former Griffiss AFB Operational History
The mission of the former Griffiss AFB varied over the years. The base was acti-
vated on February 1, 1942, as Rome Air Depot, with the mission of storage, maintenance,

and shipment of material for the U.S. Army Air Corps. Upon creation of the U.S. Air
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Force in 1947, the depot was renamed Griffiss Air Force Base. The base became an elec-
" tronics center in 1950, with the transfer of Watson Laboratory Complex (later Rome Air
Development Ceﬁtcr [1951], Rome Laboratory, and then the Air Force Research Labora-
tory Information Directorate, established with the mission of acc_omplishing‘applied re-
search, 'development, and testing of electronic air-ground systems). The 49th Fighter In-
terceptor Squadron was also added. The Headquarters of the Ground Electronics Engi-
neering Installations Agency was established in June of 1958 to engineer and install
ground communications equipment throughout the world. On July 1, 1970, the 416th
Bombardment Wing of the Strategic Air Command was activated with the mission of
maintenance and implementation of both effective air refuelilng operations and long-range
bombardment capability. Griffiss AFB was designated for realignment under the Base
Rea}lignment and Closure Act in 1993 and 1995, resulting in deactivation of the 416th
Bombardment Wing in September 1995. The Air Force Research Laboratory Information
Directorate and the Northeast Air Defense Sector will coniinue to operate at their currént
lo;:ations; the New York Air National Guard operated the runway for the 10th Mountain
Division deployments until October 1998, when they were relocated to Fort Drum; and
the Defense Finance and Accounting Services has established an operating location at the

former Griffiss AFB.

Environmental Backgrouhd

As a result of the various national defense missions carried out at the former
Griffiss AFB since 1942, hazardous and toxic substances were used and hazardous wastes
.were generated, stored, or disposed at various sites on the installation. The defense mis-
sions involved, among others, procurement, storage, maintenance, and shipping of war
materiel; research and development; and aircraft operations and maintenance.

Numerous studies and investigations under the DoD Installation Restoration Pro-
gram (IRP) have been carried out to locate, assess, and quantify the past toxic and haz-
ardous waste storage, disposal, and spill sites. These investigations included a records
search in 1981 (Engineéring Science. 1981), interviews with base personnel, a field in-
spection, compilation of an inventory of wastes, evaluation of disposal practices, and an
assessment to determine the nature and extent of site contamination; Problem Confirma-

tion and Quantification studies (similar to what is now designated a Site Investigation) in
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1982 (Weston 1982) and 1985 (Weston 1985); soil and groundwater analyses in 1986; a
base-wide health assessment in 1988 performed by the U.S. Public Health Service,
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) (ATSDR 1988); base-
specific hydrology investigations in 1989 and 1990 (Geotech 1991); a groundwater inves-
tigation in 1991; and site-specific investigations between 1989 and 1993. ATSDR issued
a Public Health Assessment for Griffiss AFB, dated October 23, 1995 (ATSDR 1995),
and an addendum, dated September 9, 1996. An RI was conducted in 1994 and the draft-

final RI report covering 31 AOCs was delivered to the EPA and NYSDEC in December

1996 (Law 1996). The final Supplemental Investigation Report was delivered in July
1998 (E & E 1998). ‘

2.3 Community Participation

A proposed plan for the Lot 69 AOC (AFRPA 2002), indicating institutional con-
trols for industrial/commercial use, was released to the public on Wednesday, January 23,
2002. The document was made available to the public in both the administrative record
file located at 153 Brooks Road in the Griffiss Business and Technology Park and in the
Information Repository maintained at the Jervis Public Library; The notice announcing -

the availability of this document was published in the Rome Sentinel on Monday, January

‘21, 2002. The public comment period lasted from January 23, 2002 to February 21,

2002, and was set up to encourage public participation in the alternative selection proc-
ess. In addition, a public meeting was held on Thursday, February 7, 2002. The AFRPA,
NYSDEC, and the NYSDOH held an information session at the beginning of the public

meeting and answered questions about issues at the AOC and the proposal under consid-

eration. A response to the comments received during this period is included in the Re-

sponsivehess Summary, which is part of this ROD (see Section 3).

2.4 Scope and Role of Site Response Action

The scope of the plan for institutional controls for the Lot 69 AOC addresses the
concerns for human health and the environment. The land use restrictions for indus-
trial/commercial use are consistent with the risk assessment performed for occupational
workers. The groundwater use restriction addresses the concern of the Hazard Index (HI)
of 3 for the industrial workers exposed to groundwater (ingestion) and minor exceedences
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of applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) for one pesticide and six

metals (see Table 1).

2.5 Site Characteristics _

The former Griffiss AFB covered approximately 3,552 contiguous acres in the
lowlands of the Mohawk River Valley in Rome, Oneida County, New York. Topography
- within the valley is relatively flat, with elevations on the former Griffiss AFB ranging
from 435 to 595 feet above mean sea level. Three Mile Creek, Six Mile Creek (both of
which drain into the Ne'w York State Barge Canal, located south of the base), and several
state-designated wetlands are located on the former Griffiss AFB, which is bordercd by
the Mohawk River on the west. Due to its high average precipitation and predominantly
silty sands, the former Griffiss AFB is considered a groundwater recharge zone.

Lot 69 lies within the level, south central industrialized area of the former base
close to the surface and groundwater drainage divide between Rainbow Creek and Three
Mile Creek. East-west hydraulic gradients are extremely low partly because the site is
traversed by a storm drain with a very low gradient leading to Rainbow Creek. Surface
water runoff from the site is channeled into the base storm drain system and some runoff -
drains to Rainbow Creek. The storm sewer system.empties into the culverted portion. of
Six Mile Creek. Groundwater was encountej,red at this AOC at depths of approximately 5
. t09 féet below ground surface (BGS). Soil in the area of Lot 69 are tan to brown, silty,
fine to coarse sand with little or no gravel from 0 to 2 feet BGS; and silty, fine to coarse
sand with gravel below 2 feet. _

Lot 69 currently contains a Vehicle Maintenance Facility, includiﬁg Buildings 11
and 15, and an asphalt-covered vehicle parking and storage area. From 1965 to 1982, this
AOC was an unrestricted interim drum storage area for containers of liquid and solid haz-
ardous wastes generated on the base. Baséd on aerial photographs, the location of Build-
ing 11 was the original storage area (see Figure 2). Drums were stored outside on raised
pallets in an open grass and gravel lot. The primary wastes managed at the site included
~ soot from No. 6 fuel oil, flammable liquids, spent corrosives, spent solvents, neutralized
acids, fuel spiil residues, and waste oils. During this period, spills were reported to have

occurred.
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‘ In 1982, when the presént Vehicle Maintenance Facility was constructed on the
lot, the stored wastes were relocated temporarily to a location near Building 15. After
approximately six months, the stored wastes were transferred to the Building Pad 6 (Lot
- 11) storage site (closed under RCRA in December 1995) located to the north of this

AOC. No spills were reported to have occurred at Lot 11.

Site Investigations

In 1982, prior to closure of Lot 69 and construction of the Vehicle Maintenance
Facility, an analysis of soil from the site was conducted (the sample location is not
known). The analyses‘ indicated the presence of several organic éontaminants including
trichloroethylénc, toluene, xylenes, and poly;:hloﬁnated biphenyls (PCBs).

In 1994, an‘ RI was performed.: The main objective of the RI was to investigate
the nature and extent of potential environmental contamination from historical releases in
order to determine if any remedial action was necessary to prevent potential threats to
hﬁman health and the environment that might arise from exposure to site conditions.
During the R, a geophysical survey was performed to locate buried dbjects that might be
potential sources of contamination. Interference from surface and near surface objects
(i.e., fence, vehicles, .rebar-reinforced concrete), however, made it difficult to distihguish
_ any subsurface anomalies. Other field activities conducted during the RI included instal-.
lation of five groundwater monitoring wells; the collection of soil and groundwater sam-
ples; on-site soil sample screening; aquifer testing; and a topographic survey.

Groundwater samples collected from the five wells during the RI indicated the
presence of nine volatilé organic compounds (VOCs), six semivolatile organic com-
pounds (SVOCs), 12 pesticides/PCBs, and 21 metals. The concentrations of one pesti-
cide and six metals exceeded the most stringent criterion (see Table 1). During an RI

supplemental investigation performed for the Lot 69 AOC in 1997, monitoring well
L69MW-4 was resampled and a temporary well (L69TW-5) was installed and sampled at
‘alocation between L6OMW-4 and the storm drain that is believed to be intercepting
groundwater. Very low levels of l,ll,l—trichloroethane, carbon tetrachloride, and chloro-
form were present in ‘water collected from L6OMW-4, and 2-butanone was detected in the
temporary well. None of these concentrétions exceeded the most stringent criterion (see

Table 1A).
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In 1994, subsurface soil samplés were collected during the RI from eight bore-
holes and five monitoring wells. A total of 53 samples were screened for VOCs at an on-
site laboratory. Based on field screening results, approximately 10% of the positive
“hits” and one “clean” sample per boring were submitted fo the off-site laboratory for
confirmatory analyses. Five VOCs, 21 SVOCs, and 32 pesticides were detected in the
confirmatory soil samples. The concentrations of four SVOCs, one PCB, and eight met-

als exceeded the most stringent criterion (sée Table 2).

2.6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

Griffiss AFB was designated for realignment under the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act (DBCRA) in 1993 and 1995, resulting in deactivation of the 416th
Bombardment Wing in September 1995. As a result of the realignment, a Master Reuse
. Strategy was developed by the Griffiss Local Development Corporation (GLDC) to pro-
vide the framework for reuse of the base after realignment and closure. The proposed re-
use plan recommended in the final Master Reuse Strategy was evaluated in the Final En-
vironmental Impact Statement (EIS) dated November 1995. As outlined in the Master
Reuse Plan and EIS, the current and proposed future land use designations for the Lot 69
AOC are industrial/commercial. Currently, the site is being used for industrial develop-
ment and the groundwater at the site is not being used as a resource. The property associ-
ated with a portion of this site has been transferred and the deed contains covenants that
resfrict the land use to industrial/commercial and restricts the use of grouhdwater at the

site unless prior written approval is granted by the NYSDOH.

2.7 Summary of Site Risks

Site risks were analyzed based on the extent of contamination at the Lot 69 AOC.
As part of the RI, a baseline risk assessment was conducted to evaluate current and future
potential risks to human health and the environment associated with contaminants found
in the soil and groundwater at the site. The results of this assessment were considered
when formulating the alternative for institutional controls in the form of land use restric-

tions for industrial/commercial use and groundwater use restrictions.
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2.7.1 Human Health Risk Assessment

A baseline human health risk assessment was conducted ciun'ng the RI to deter-
mine whether cherrﬁcals detected at the Lot 69 AOC could pose health risks to individu-
als under current and proposed future land use. As part of the baseline risk assessment,
the following four-step process was used to assess site-related human health risks for a

reasonable maximum exposure scenario:

o Hazard Identification—identifies the contaminants of concern at the site based
on several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentra-
tion;

e Exposure Assessment—estimates the magnitude of actual and/or potential
human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the
pathway (e.g., ingestion of contaminated soil) by which humans are potentially
exposed;

e Toxicity Assessment—determines the types of adverse health effects associ-
ated with chemical exposures and the relationship between magnitude of ex-
posure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response); and

e Risk Characterization—summarizes and combines outputs of the exposure
and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative (e.g., one-in-a-million ex-
cess cancer risk and non-cancer HI value) assessment of site-related risks and
a discussion of uncertainties associated with the evaluation of the risks and
hazards for the site.

Chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) were selected for use in the risk assess-
ment based on the analytical results and data quality evaluation. All contaminants de-
tected in the soil and groundwater at the site were considered COPCs with the exception
of inorganics'detectcd at concentrations less than twice the mean background concentra-
tions; iron, magnesium, calcium, potassium, and sodium, which are essential human nu-
trients; and compounds detected in less than 5% of the total sémples (unless they were
known human carcinogens). As a class, petroleum hydrbcarbons were not included as a
chemical of concern; however, the individual toxic constituents (e.g., benzene, tohiene,
ethylbenzene) were evaluated.

The human health risk assessment evaluated the effects of potential exposure of
future utility and construction workers to chemicals detected in the soil and industrial

workers that may be exposed to groundwater. The various exposure scenarios for each
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population are described in Table 3. Intake assumptions, which are based on EPA guid-
ance, are more fully described in the RI report.

Quantitative estimates of carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks from soil and

groundwater were calculated for the Lot 69 AOC as part of a risk characterization. The

risk characterization evaluates potential health risks based on estimated exposure intakes

-and toxicity values. For carcinogens, risks are estimated as the incremental increase in

the probability of an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as a result of exposure
to the potential carcinogen. The risks of the individual chemicals are summed for each
pathway to develop a total risk estimate. The range of acceptable risk is geherally con-
sidered to be 1 in i0,000 (1x10% to 1 in 1,000,000 (1 x 10 of an individual develop-
ing cancer over a 70-year lifetime from exposure to the contaminant(s) under specific ex-
posure assumptions. Therefore, sites with carcinogenic risk below the acceptable risk
range for a reasonable maximum exposure do not generally require cleanup based upon
carcinogenic risk under the NCP.

' Te assess the overall noncarcinogenic effects. posed by more than one contami-
nant, EPA has developed the Hazard Quotient (HQ) and the HI. The HQ is the ratio of
the chronic daily intake of a chemical to the reference dose for the chemical. The refer-
ehce dose is an estimate (with uncertainty spanning ﬁerhaps an order of magrﬁtude or -

greater) of a daily exposure level for the human population, including sensitive sub-

- populations, that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a

portion of a lifetime. The HQs are summed for all contaminants within an exposure
pathway (e.g., ingestion of 'soil) and across pathways to determine the HI. When the HI
exceeds 1, there may be concern for potential noncarcinogenic health effects if the con-
taminants in question are believed to cause similar toxic effects.

~ EPA bases its decision to conduct site remediation on the risk to human health

‘and the environment. Cleanup actions may be taken when EPA determines that the risk

at a site exceeds the cancer risk level of 1 in 10,000 (1 x 10™) or if the noncarcinogenic
HI exceeds a level of 1. If either of these thresholds is exceeded, the 1 in 1,000,000 (1 x
10°°) risk level and an HI of 1 er less may be used as the point of departure for determin-
ing remediation goals for alternatives. | |

Potential risks from exposure to COPCs at the Lot 69 AOC were evaluated for

utility, construction, and industrial workers'during the RI. The potential carcinogenic and
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noncarcinogenic risks from exposure to soil and groundwater are summarized below and

in Table 4,

Carcinogenic Risk

The total carcinogenic risk associated with exposure of utility workers to subsur-
face soil was 9 x 107, which is below the EPA’s targét risk range. The pathway-specific
risks for utility workers from incidental ingestion of soil, inhalation of fugitive dust, and -
dermal contact were 6 X 10'7, 2x 10f8, and 3 x 10'7, respectively.

The total carcinogenic risk associated with exposure by construction workers to
soil was 9 x 107, which is within EPA’s target risk range. The pathway-specific risk for
construction workers from incidental ingestion of soil, inhalation of fugitive dust, and
dermal contact were 8 x 10'7, 4 x 10'9, and 7 x 10’8, respectively.

The total carcinogenic risk from exposure to contaminants in groundwater by in-
dustrial workers was 2 x 10, which is within EPA's target risk range. The pathway-
specific risks from ingestion, inhalation of VOCs released from groundwater, and dermal

exposure to groundwéter were 2 x 10,4 x 10, and 3 x 107, respectively.

Noncarcinogenic Risk -
The total HI for utility workers exposed to soil at the Lot 69 AOC was 0.003,

which is below the benchmark value of 1. Of the three potential exposure péthways, the
greatest potential noncarcinogenic hazard was from the incidental ingestion of soil (HI of
0.002). |
The total HI for construction workers exposed to subsurface soil at the Lot 69
AOC was 0.07, which is less than the benchmark value of 1. Of the three pdtential expo-
‘sure pathways, the greatest potential noncarcinogenic hazard was from the incidental in-
gestion of soil (HI of 0.06). (
Thé total HI for the industrial workers exposed to groundwater was 3, which ex-
- ceeds the benchmark value of 1. The calculated individual Hls for iﬁgestion of ground-
- water, dermal exposure to groundwater, and inhalation of VOCs released from groundwa-
ter were 3, 0.02, and 0.002, respectively. The ingestion of groundwater containing man-
ganese was.the major contributor to this risk. None of the other COPCs had a hazard

quotient greater than 1.
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Summary

The results of the human health baseline risk assessment indicate that chemicals
in soil should not present a risk to current and future occupational workers. The only po-
tentially unacceptable risk was to industrial workers from incidental ingestion of ground-
water (HI equal to 3), which is an unlikeiy scenario. Quantitative evaluation of risk is
subject to several conservative assumptions and should not be considered an absolute

measure of risk.

2.7.2 Uncertainties

Uncertainties exist in many components of the human health risk assessment pro-
cess. However, use of conservative variables in intake calculations and health-protective
assumptions throughout the entire risk assessment process results in an assessment that is
protective of human health and the environment. Examples of uncertainties associated
with the risk assessment for this AOC include (1) Chemical samples v_i/ere collectéd from
the suspected source of contamination rather than through random sampling, which may
result in a potential overestimation of risk; (2) The Hls associated with dermal contact
with soil were not quantified for the majority of COPCs, which may lead to l-mderestima-'
tion of the overall risk due to dermal contact; (3) The models used in the RI are likely to
overestimate exposure point concentrations in air, which would cause a potential overes-
timation of risk for the inhalation pathway; (4) Toxicological criteria were not available
for all chemicals found at the site, which may result in an underestimation of risk; (5)
Construction at the site was assumed to occur over a one year period. Since construction
may take less time to complete, this would result in a potential overestimation of risk; (6)
It was assumed that groundwater would be used as a potable water source under the in- |
dustrial use scenario (i.e., showering, ingesfion, industrial processes) in the future, which -
is unlikely since the site has ready access to existing water supplies at the former base and

in the city of Rome. This would result in a potential overestimation of risk.
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2.7.3 Ecological Risk Assessment

A baseline risk assessment for ecological receptors at the Lot 69 AOC was con-
ducted during the RI. Since Lot 69 is located in a highly developed portion of the base,
no complete exposure pathways for ecological receptors were identified. Contamination

that may be associated with the site is expected to be well below ground surface and eco-

l logical receptors are not expected to be found at these depths. In addition, the future land

use designation is expected to remain industrial/commercial. Therefore, potential expo-
sures related to this AOC are not expected to exist.

Modeling of bioaccumulation to higher order species was not performed, nor was
the curnulative effect of multiple contaminants considered; this tends to underestimate the
risk to ecological receptors.

Although certain state-listed endangered plants and animals have been on or in the
vicinity of the base, no threatened and/or endangered species have'beén identified at this
site (Corey 1994). There are no federally listed (U.S. Department of the Interior) threat-

ened or endangered plant or animal species at the former base.

2.8 Remedial Action Objectives
The following are the remedial action objectives developed for this site based

upon the site data presented in the RI and Supplemental Inveéti gation reports:

Restrict Exposure to Cont'amination

Institutional controls in the form of land use restrictions (see land use control
boundary in Figure 2) will be implemented to restrict site use to industrial/cbmmercial
use only and restrict use of the groundwater.

The following are the goals and objectives of the ICs:

e Prevent the use of the contaminated groundwater for drinking water or any
other purposes that could result in the inhalation of vapors from, dermal ab-
sorption of, or ingestion of the contaminated groundwater.

e Prevent the discharge of the contaminated groundwater withdrawn during con-
struction dewatering activities to the ground or surface water, without prior
concurrence of the NYSDEC, since this discharge could exacerbate the

- spreading of the contamination and may require a discharge permit.
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e Prevent residential housing, elementary and secondary schools, childcare fa-
cilities and playgrounds on Lot 69 since the risk assessment was evaluated for
only non-residential use scenarios (future use) and not for unrestricted use.

Evaluate Effectiveness of the Remedy

iFive-year reviews will be performed by the Air Force, in éonjunction with the
EPA and NYSDEC, to ensure that (1) the Selected Remedy is protective of public health
and the environment, (2) future land use is in compliance with the deed restrictions for ‘
industrial/commercial use, and (3) any groundwater use has been approved by the

NYSDOH prior to use.

2.9 Description of Alternatives

CERCLA regulations mandate that a remedial action must be protective of human
health and the ehvironment, cost effective, and utilize permanent solutions and treatment
fechnologies to the maximum extent practicable. This ROD evaluates a No Action sce-
nario as dictated by CERCLA, and compares it to the institutional controls in the form of
land use restrictions for industrial/commercial use and groundwater use restrictions alter-

native. A summary of the two alternatives is presented below.

No Action Alternative

CERCLA requires that the No Action alternative be compared with other alterna-
tives. Under the No Action alternative, no remedy would be implemented at the Lot 69
AOC. The site would remain as it is presently and there would be no monitoring of con-
taminants in the groundwater. No institutional controls restricting habitation or use
would be established. Costs and construétion time are not associated with this alterna-

tive.

Institutional Controls in the Form of Land Use Restrictions for
industrial/Commercial Use and Groundwater Use Restrictions Alternative

The institutional controls alternative includes land use restrictions for indus-
trial/commercial use and groundwater use restrictions. Each deed from the United States,
which includes property within the boundary of the Lot 69 AOC, will contain the follow-

ing elements to ensure that the reuse of the site is consistent with the risk assessment:
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e Development and use of the entire Lot 69 AOC property for residential hous-
ing, elementary and secondary schools, childcare facilities and playgrounds
will be prohibited unless prior approval is received from the Air Force, EPA,
and NYSDEC; and

e The owner or occupant of this site shall not extract, utilize, consume, or per-
mit to be extracted, any water from the subsurface aquifer within the boundary
of the site (see Figure 2) unless such owner or occupant obtains prior written
approval from the NYSDOH.

Five’-year reviews will be performed by the Air Force, in conjunction with the
EPA and NYSDEC, to ensure that (1) the Selected Remedy is protective of public health
and the environment, (2) future I,and use is in compliance with the deed restrictions for
industrial/commercial use, and (3) any groundwater use has been approved by the
NYSDOH prior to use. Costs will range between $2,0QO and $5,000 per review and con-

struction time is not associated with this alternative.

2.10 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

, Remedial alternatives are assessed on the basis of both a detailed and a compara-
tive analysis pursuant to the NCP. The analysis 6f Lot 69 consisted of (1) an assessment
of the individual alternatives against nine evaluation criteria and (2) a comparative analy-
sis focusing upon the relative performance of each alternative against the criteria. In gen-
eral, the following “threshold” criteria must be satisfied by an alternative for it to be eli- »

gible for selection:

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether a
remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through
each exposure pathway (based on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario)
are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering controls,
or institutional controls.

2. Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy would (a) meet all of
the ARARs or (b) provide grounds for invoking a waiver. -

In addition, the following “primary balancing” criteria are used to make compari-

sons and idehtify the major trade-offs among alternatives:
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3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to
maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time
once cleanup goals have been met. It also addresses the magnitude and effec-
tiveness of the measures that may be required to manage the risk posed by
treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes.

4. - Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume via treatment refers to a remedial
technology’s expected ability to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at the site.

5. Short-term effectiveness.addresses (a) the period of time needed to achieve
protection and (b) any adverse impacts on human health and the environment
that may be posed during the construction and implementation periods until
cleanup goals are achieved.

6. Implementability refers to the technical and administrative feasibility of a
remedy, including the availability of materials and services needed.

7. Cost includes estimated capital, operation and maintenance, and present-worth
costs.

Finally, the following “modifying” criteria are considered fully after the formal

public comment period on the Proposed Plan is complete:

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI and the Pro-
posed Plan, the State supports or opposes the preferred alternative and/or has
identified any reservations with respect to the preferred alternative.

9. Community acceptance refers to the public’s general response to the alterna-
tives described in the Proposed Plan and the RI reports. Factors of community
acceptance include support, reservation, or opposition by the community.

A comparative analysis of the two alternatives based on the nine evaluation crite-

ria follows.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The No Action alternative would potentially not provide adequate protection
of human health and the environment since no remedy would be implemented
at the Lot 69 AOC. Based on the concentrations of contaminants in the sur-
face and subsurface soil, the results of the baseline risk assessment (for indus-
trial, utility and construction workers) indicates that, although the concentra-
tions of some chemicals exceed soil guidance values, Lot 69 poses no unac-
ceptable risk from exposure to the soil. However, there is a potential risk to

. industrial workers from incidental ingestion of groundwater and groundwater
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contamination is above the ARARs, which could pose potential health risks to
individuals under current and proposed future land uses.

The proposed alternative will prevent unnecessary exposure to the soil and
groundwater (not evaluated for residential use scenarios) by limiting the future
use of the site and groundwater use through the implementation of institu-
tional controls in the form of land use restrictions for industrial/commercial
use and groundwater use restrictions.

2. Compliance with ARARs

Contaminant concentrations will not immediately comply with the ARARs
under the No Action alternative or the Selected Remedy alternative. Currently
there are no chemical specific ARARSs for soil (other than for PCBs). There-
fore, other non-promulgated federal and state advisories and guidance values,
referred to as To-Be-Considereds and background levels of the contaminants
were used.

The Selected Remedy alternative addresses soil and groundwater at the site.
The Selected Remedy alternative will limit exposure to groundwater and soil
through the implementation of institutional controls in the form of deed re-
strictions. There is no evidence that the chemical concentrations in the surface
and subsurface soil, or that the chemical concentrations in the groundwater
pose a current or future potential threat to human health or the environment
when used for industrial/commercial purposes with groundwater use restric-
tions. Further, five-year reviews will be performed by the Air Force, in con-
junction with the EPA and NYSDEC, to ensure that (1) the Selected Remedy
is protective of public health and the environment, (2) future land use is in
compliance with the deed restrictions for industrial/commercial use, and (3)
any groundwater use has been approved by the NYSDOH pnior to use.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

The No Action alternative would not allow for reliable protection of human
health and the environment in the long term due to the potential for future in-
gestion of groundwater and exposure to contaminated soil by portions of the
human population other than industrial, utility and construction workers.

For the Selected Remedy alternative, the implementation of institutional con-
trols in the form of land use and groundwater use restrictions will eliminate
human contact with the contaminated soil and groundwater. This action, cou-
pled with the five-year reviews, provides reliable long-term protectlon of hu-
man health and the environment.

02:001515_UKO1_04_01_02-B0860 2"15

ROD_LOT_69-FINAL.DOC-11/02/04



4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

The No Action alternative provides no treatment or containment of contami-
nant migration, therefore, it does not result in any reduction of toxicity, mobil-
ity, or volume. :

The Selected Remedy alternative provides no treatment or containment of
contaminants, and therefore does not result in any reduction of toxicity, mobil-
ity, or volume. However, the levels of contamination found in the soil and
groundwater do not warrant treatment. Although treatment will not be em-
ployed, this alternative will eliminate potential exposures to the contamination
found in the soil and groundwater.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

The No Action alternative would not be an effective alternative because the
potential for human exposure to contaminated soil and ingestion of groundwa—
ter would continue to exist.

For the Selected Remedy alternative, institutional controls in the form of deed
restrictions would be implemented immediately upon transfer of the property.
The present and immediate future use of the property is industrial/commercial
with no utilization of groundwater. A portion of the property has been trans-
ferred and the deed restrictions will ensure that these controls remain intact.

6. Implementability
There would be no limitations to implementing the No Action alternative.

There would be no limitations to implementing the Selected Remedy alterna-
tive. Implementation of institutional controls in the form of deed resmctlons
is feasible and has been mcorporated into other property transfers.

7. Cost
There would be no costs associated with the No Action alternative.

There are no capital costs or project construction durations associated with the
Selected Remedy. Reviews to ensure that the remedy is still performmg as
planned will cost between $2,000 and $5,000 per review.

8. Agency Acceptance

AFRPA, NYSDEC, and EPA have mutually agreed to select the institutional
controls in the form of deed restrictions alternative. The Selected Remedy sat-
isfies the threshold criteria and ensures compliance with applicable regula-
tions.
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9. Community Acéeptahce

Community accéptance of the Selected Remedy was assessed at the public
meeting and during the public comment period.

2.11 Principal Threat Wastes
There are no principal threat wastes at the Lot 69 AOC.

2.12 Selected Remedy

The Selected Remedy for thé Lot 69 AOC is institutional controls in the form of
land use restrictions for industrial/commercial use and groundwater use restrictions. In-
stitutional controls will be implemented to minimize the exposure of any future users of
the property including Air Force personnel, lessees/sublessees, transferees, and construc-
tion workers to any remaining hazardous substances located on the property encompassed
by the Lot 69 AOC. |

The Air Force 1s resi)onsible for implementing, maintaining, monitoring, and en-
forcing the institutional controls. It is anticipated that successful implementation, opera-
tion,vrnaintenance, and enforcement of these institutional controls in accordance with the
terms of this ROD will achieve protection of human health and the environment and
compliance with all legal requirements. Approval by the Air Force and EPA, with con-
currence from NYSDEC, is required for any modi-ficatio_n or termination of institutional
controls.

The following are the goals and objectives of the institutional controls:

e Prevent the use of the contaminated groundwater for drinking water or any
other purposes that could result in the inhalation of vapors from, dermal ab-
sorption of, or ingestion of the contaminated groundwater.

e Prevent the discharge of the contaminated groundwater withdrawn during con-
struction dewatering activities to the ground or surface water, without prior
concurrence of the NYSDEC, since this discharge could exacerbate the
spreading of the contamination and may require a discharge permit.

¢ Prevent residential housing, elementary and secondary schools, childcare fa-
cilities and playgrounds on Lot 69 since the risk assessment was evaluated for
only non-residential use scenarios (future use) and not for unrestricted use.
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To achieve these goals and objectives, the Air Force is requiring that use restric-
. tions and controls be placed on the property (to be included in the deed or lease) to ensure
that reuse is consistent with the risk assessment. The following are the corresponding use

restrictions and controls on the property:

e Development and use of the entire Lot 69 AOC property for residential hous-
ing, elementary and secondary schools, childcare facilities and playgrounds
will be prohibited unless prior approval is recexved from the Air Force, EPA,
and NYSDEC; and

e The owner or occupant of this site shall not extract, utilize, consume, or per-

. mit to be extracted, any water from the subsurface aquifer within the boundary
i of the site (see Figure 2) unless such owner or occupant obtains prior written
approval from the NYSDOH.

The baseline risk assessment indicated that the levels of contaminants present in
| the soil and groundwater fell within or below EPA’s acceptable carcinogenic risk range
‘ and posed no noncarcinogenic risk to utility, construction, and industrial workers, with
the exception of groundwater ingestion by the industrial worker, which will be restricted
. as described above. Thereforc_, the cohccntrations of chemicals in the soil and groundwa-
ter and the results of the baseline risk assessment demonstrate that site contaminants, in
conjunction with the institutional controls mentioned earlier, pose no current or potential
threat to public health or the environment. |
The above restrictions shall be maintained until the concentrations of hazardous
substances in the soil and groundwater has been reduced to levels that allow for unlimited
exposures and unrestricted use. Approval by the Air Force and EPA, with concurrence

from NYSDEC, is required for any modification or termination of institutional controls.

The par_cels of property encompassing the Lot 69 Area of Concern (AOC) (site
identification designation SS-17) have either been transferred by deed to the Oneida
County Industrial Development Agency, through the early transfer authority of CERCLA
120 (h)(3)(C), or are currently leased under Air Force Lease No. RPA-GRF-12-03-0301
to the GLDC.. |

The Air Force will take the following actions to ensure that the aforementioned
. use restrictions and the controls are effective in eliminating the exposure scenario and

‘ protecting human health and the environment:
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Deed Restrictions: The early transfer of fee title from the United States for the
portion of the property already transferred does not include a CERCLA 120(h)(3)
covenant for the property encompassing the Lot 69 Area of Concern (AOC), since
-at the time of transfer it was not yet determined if additional remedial action
would be needed. The deed contains a description of the residual contamination
on the property and the environmental use restrictions, described above, expressly
- prohibiting activities inconsistent with the performance measure goals and objec-
- tives. The Air Force will issue a CERCLA 120(h)(3) covenant for the property
once this ROD is executed. For the remainder of the property yet to be transferred
(see leased portion on Figure 2), the fee title from the United States will include a
CERCLA 120(h)(3) covenant that will have a description of the residual contami-
nation on the property and the environmental use restrictions, described above,
expressly prohibiting activities inconsistent with the performance measure goals
and objectives. : ‘ '

The environmental restrictions have been included in the deed for the transferred
portion of the site and, for the leased portion, the restrictions will be incorporated
upon transfer of the title for any property that has had hazardous substances stored
for one year or more, known to have been released or disposed of on the property.
The Air Force will consult with the EPA and NYSDEC on the deed restriction
language. The deed contains or will contain appropriate provisions to ensure that
the restrictions continue to run with the land. The deed also contains or will con-
tain a reservation of access to the property for the Air Force, EPA, and the
NYSDEC, and their respective officials, agents, employees, contractors, and sub-
contractors for purposes consistent with the Air Force IRP and the FFA.

Lease Restrictions: During the time between adoption of this ROD and the
deeding of the Lot 69 AOC property that has not yet been transferred, equivalent
restrictions are implemented by lease terms. Those parcels of property encom-
passing Lot 69 AOC that have not yet been deeded are currently leased under Air
Force Lease No. RPA-GRF-12-03-0301 to the GLDC. The lease restrictions are
in place and operational and will remain in place until the property is transferred
by deed. At the moment of deed transfer, the lease restrictions will be superseded
'by the restrictions in the federal deed, which will be equivalent to the use restric-
tions and controls described in this ROD.

Environmental Easement: An environmental easement will be established for
the boundary of the Lot 69 AOC (see Figure 2) consistent with Section 27- .
1318(b) and Article 71, Title 36 of the New York State Environmental Conserva-
tion Law. '

Notice: Concurrent with the transfer of fee title between the Air Force and the
transferee, information regarding the environmental use restrictions and controls
has been / will be communicated in writing to the property owners and to appro-
priate state and local agencies to ensure such agencies can factor such conditions
into their oversight and decision-making activities regarding the property. The
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Air Force will also provide a copy of the deeds to the regulatory agencies as soon
as practicable after the transfer of fee title.

Monitoring and Enforcement:

Monitoring: Monitoring of the environmental use restrictions and controls will
be conducted on an annual basis. The monitoring results will be included in a
separate report or as a section in another environmental report, if appropriate, and
provided to EPA and NYSDEC. The IC monitoring reports will-be used in the
preparation of the five-year reviews to evaluate the effectiveness of the controls.
Five-year review reports will make recommendations on the continuation or
modification of the monitoring reports and IC monitoring frequencies. The five-
year review reports will be submitted to the regulatory agencies in accordance
with the FFA.

The IC monitoring report, submitted to the regulatory agencies by the Air Force,
will evaluate the status of the institutional controls and how any institutional con-
trol deficiencies have been addressed. The annual evaluation will address whether
the use restrictions and controls were communicated in the deed(s), whether the
owners and state and local agencies were notified of the use restrictions and con-
trols affecting the property, and whether use of the property has conformed to
such restrictions and controls.

Response to Violations: The Air Force will notify EPA and NYSDEC via e-mail
or telephone as soon as practicable, but no later than 10 days after discovery of
any activity that is inconsistent with the institutional control objectives or use re-
strictions, exposure assumptions, or any action that may interfere with the effec-
tiveness of the institutional controls. Any violations that breach federal, state or
local criminal or civil law will be reported to the appropriate civilian authorities,
as required by law. .

Enforcement: Any activity that is inconsistent with the institutional control ob-
jectives or use restriction or any action that may interfere with the effectiveness of
the institutional controls will be addressed by the Air Force as soon as practicable
(but in no case more than 10 days) after the Air Force becomes aware of the viola-
tion. The Air Force will notify EPA and NYSDEC regarding how the breach has
been addressed within 10 days of sending EPA and NYSDEC notification of the
breach. The Air Force will exercise such rights as it retained under the transfer
documents to direct that activities in violation of the controls be immediately
halted. To the extent necessary, the Air Force will engage the services of the De-
partment of Justice to enforce such rights.

Notification of Land Use Modification: The recipient of the property will ob-
tain approval from the Air Force, EPA, and NYSDEC for any proposals for a land
use change at a site inconsistent with the use restrictions described in this ROD.
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State Land Use Notification Requirements: Consistent with the stated purposes
of recent amendments to the New York environmental conservation law enacting
Section 27-1318, Institutional and Engineering Controls, the Air Force will meet
the annual certification of Section 27-1318(C) through the annual monitoring re-
port described above. Prior to property transfer, any grantee will be notified of
any state land use control notification or reporting requirements.

The Air Force may arrange for third parties or other entities to perfoi'm any and all
of the above actions. Any such arrangement shall be undertaken and executed in accor-
dance with all applicable legal requirements, to include the Air Force’s fuhctions obliga-
tions, and responsibilities under CERCLA. However, the Air Force shall retain ultimate ‘

responS1b1hty for remedy mtegnty

2.13 Statutory Determinations
The AFRPA and EPA with concurrence from NYSDEC have determined that
mst1tut10nal controls in the form of land use restrlctlons for industrial/commercial use and
groundwater use restrictions are warranted for this site. Future landowners will be bound,
through the property deed, to the industrial/commercial reuse of the area within the Lot
69 AOC boundary and groundwater use réstrictions. '
Five-year-reviews will be perf;)rmed by the Air Force, in conjunction with the

EPA and NYSDEG, to ensure that (1) the Selected Remedy is protective of public health

- and the environment, (2) future land use is in compliance with the deed restrictions for

industrial/commercial uée, and (3) any groundwater use has been approved by the

’ . i
NYSDOH prior to use.

2.14 Documentation of Significant Changes
No significant changes have been made to the Selected Remedy from the time the

proposed plan was released for public comment.
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: Table 1
COMPOUNDS EXCEEDING STANDARDS AND GUIDANCE VALUES

LOT 69 AOC
GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

: uency of Detection .
Compound g::egcet:; in%ve M%st Stringccta:t Mogif;'r 'i';ae"t .
Concentrations Criterion

Pesticides/PCBs (ug/L)
Alpha BHC . 0.002 J 1/5 0.01-*
Metals (mg/L) i
Aluminum 0.194 J - 0.48 2/5 0.05°
Barium 0.027 - 1.96 1/5 1
Iron 0.051J-1.32J 2/5 03°®
Manganese 0.113-38.25 5/5 0.05°
Sodium 18.6- 1,170 4/5 20¢°
Thallium 0.0055 J-0.006J 2/5 0.0005 ¢

Table 1A
FREQUENCY OF DETECTION

S GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

Range of Frequency of Detection s
Compound Detected Above Most Stringent Mo(s:trifzzlir;?‘gnt
Concentrations Criterion '
VOCs (ug/L)
1,1,1Trichloroethane 0.25J 0 5e
2-Butanone 18 0 50° -
. Carbon tetrachloride 0.47J-0.49J 0 5e
Chloroform 0.46J-0.49J 0 7

Table 2
COMPOUNDS EXCEEDING GUIDANCE VALUES
LOT 69 AOC
SOIL SAMPLES
Range of Frequency of Detection .
Compound Detegcted Ahgve M‘tlast Stringent Mpg_;::'i';?lem
Concentrations Criterion
SVOCs (pg/kg)
Benzo(a)anthracene 89J-9,100 4/29 224+
Benzo(a)pyrene 80dJ-7,700 6/29 61¢
Benzo(b)fiuoranthene 150 J - 14,000 2/29 1,100
Chrysene - 95 J - 8,500 4/29 400
Pesticides/PCBs (ug/kg)
PCB-1260 (Aroclor 1260) 56 - 1,400 1/24 90°®
Metals (mg/kg)
Arsenic 0.81-96 5/24 49¢
Barium 7 -435 1/24 300°
Calcium 398 - 57,200 5/24 23,821¢
Copper 1.5-473 1/24 43.8¢
Lead 2.8-70.2 1/24 36.2¢
Magnesium 573 - 10,900 1/24 7,180°¢
Silver 8.8 1/24 1.1¢
Zinc 196 - 598 1/24 120°¢
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‘ | Table 3
LOT 69 AOC

RISK ASSESSMENT
EXPOSURE SCENARIOS

UTILITY AND CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRIAL WORKER
WORKERS -
« Incidental ingestion * Ingestion of groundwater
of soil » Dermal contact with
* Inhalation of fugitive dust groundwater (during
* Dermal contact showering)
with soil ' « Inhalation of VOCs from
) groundwater (during
showering)

Table 4
LOT 69 AOC

| : RI SUMMARY OF RISKS

ir HUMAN HEALTH RISKS
Site Cancer | Noncancer
Pathway Receptor Condition Risk ‘Risk
Subsurface Soil (ingestion, Utility worker Current and future gx107 0.003
. inhalation, dermal contact) Construction worker Future 9x107 |0.07
| - | Groundwater (ingestion, Industrial workers Future 2x10° 3 (ingestion)
‘ inhalation of VOCs, dermal)
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‘Area of
Concern

Figure 1 Lot 69 AOC Location Map
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3 Responsiveness Summary

R

On Wednesday, January 23, 2002, AFRPA, following consultation with and con-
currence of the EPA and NYSDEC, released for public comment the proposed plan for
instituﬁonal controls in the form of land use restrictibns for industrial/commercial use and
groundwater use restrictions at the Lot 69 AOC located at the former Griffiss AFB. The

release of the proposed plan initiated the public comment period, which concluded on

"~ February 21, 2002.

During the public comment period, a public meeting was held on Thursday, Feb-
ruary 7, 2002, at 5:00 p.m. at the Floyd Town Hall located at 8299 Old Floyd Road,
Rome, New York. A court reporter recorded the prbceedings of the public meeting.
Copies of the transcript and attendance list are included in the Administrative Record.
The public comment period and the public meeting were intended to elicit public com-
ment on. the proposed plan for this site.

This document summarizes and provides reéponses to the verbal comments re-

ceived at the public meeting and the written comments received during the public com-

ment period. Several of the oral and written comments do not pertain to the six proposed

plans that were issued for public comment but do relate to the base closure in general.

~ Responses to such general comments, however, are also provided in this Responsiveness

Summary.
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ORAL COMMENTS

Comment #1 (Freda Melkun)

Mrs. Melkun asked why petroleum hydrocarbons weren't sampled and considered in the
Lot 69 risk assessment. '

Response #1

Petroleum hydrocarbons were sampled for and the results were reviewed as part of the
site evaluation. The “petroleum hydrocarbon” analysis is actually a representation of the
total of many individual constituents. As a class, petroleum hydrocarbons were not in-
cluded as a chemical of concemn in the risk assessment; however, the individual constitu-
ents of petroleum (e.g., benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene) were evaluated.

Comment #2 (Freda Melkun)

a)  Mrs. Melkun asked a general question regarding potential movement of contami-

nation off base and asked if any off-base investigations will take place.

b) She stated that Three Mile Creek and Six Mile Creek are contaminated, so their
groundwater wells should be contaminated, and asked what the chemical effects
are when you start mixing everything together.

) She stated that ethylene glycols were found in some of the off-base wells and her
well was supposed to be tested and it never was. '

d)  She stated that children are still swimming in the creeks.
Response #2
a) Several off-base investigations have been completed and it has been determined

that there is no contamination at levels of health concern affecting off-base prop-
erty, with the possible exception of Three Mile and Six Mile Creeks. Twenty-

seven monitoring wells were sampled as part of the Off-Base Groundwater Con-
tamination Area of Concern. Also, more than 300 domestic wells were sampled.

Reference report: Volume 32 of the Draft-final Remedial Investigations Report dated
December 1996.

b) There has been contamination found in both Six Mile and Three Mile Creeks. As
part of our assessment of the creeks, we have evaluated the effects of individual
and combined chemicals on various receptors. However, such chemical effects,
whether dealing with one or several chemicals, are unique and must be evaluated
on a case-by-case basis. For the off-base portion of Six Mile Creek, the contami-
nants include low-level concentrations of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs) and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in the surface water and sediments.
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For the off-base portion of Three Mile Creek, the contaminants include moderate
level concentrations of VOCs, SVOCs, metals, PAHs and PCBs in the surface wa-
ter and sediments. Remedies are being evaluated for these sites and proposed
plans will be issued within the next year. Several of the off-base monitoring wells
and private wells that were sampled were adjacent to the creeks. The results
showed that contamination has not traveled from the creeks to the wells. Fur-
thermore, during the investigations, it was found that groundwater in the area
south and southeast of the base flows into Six Mile Creek and not from the creek
into the surrounding groundwater, therefore, it is extremely unlikely that contami-
nants in the creek would be transferred to adjacent homeowner wells. Proposed
plans for Three Mile Creek (Remedial Action with Long-term Monitoring) and
Six Mile Creek (source Control and Long-term Monitoring) were issued for pub-
lic review and comment on July 24, 2003. A public meeting was held on August
5, 2003, to present the proposed alternatives. A final Record of Decision was
signed by the EPA on March 26, 2004.

Reference reports: Volumes 6 and 11 of the Draft-final Remedial Investigations Report
dated December 1996, Draft Feasibility Study Report for Three Mile Creek AOC and Six
Mile Creek AOC dated January 1999, Six Mile Creek Summary Report dated March
2000. Final Three Mile Creek and Final Six Mile Creek Records of Decision dated De-.
cember 2003.

c)

The off-base investigations that sampled monitoring wells and private wells con-
cluded that there is no evidence that people were exposed to ethylene glycol in
drinking water at levels of health concern in the Griffiss area. The results of the
investigations were well publicized. Several fact sheets were issued and several
public meetings were held. Although NYSDOH acknowledges that Mrs.
Melkun’s well was not tested, it was not a deliberate oversight. Results of the
sampling in the early 1980s in the vicinity of Mrs. Melkun’s home did not indi-
cate any pattern of groundwater contamination, nor were results above drinking
water standards and, therefore, the sampling effort was discontinued. As aresult,
further testing of wells, including Mrs. Melkun’s well, was not performed.

Reference reports: Volume 32 of the Draft-final Remedial Investigations Report datéd

December 1996; Public Health Assessment Addendum for Griffiss AFB, dated Septem-
ber 9, 1996 (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry).

d)

The water and the sediments of Six Mile and Three Mile Creeks were thoroughly
tested. The results analyzed under the CERCLA program showed that there is no
significant risk to adults or children when playing or fishing in the creeks. How-

ever, NYSDOH does include statewide fish advisories for all streams, creeks and
water bodies. These restrictions known as the NYSDOH Fish Consumption Ad-

visories provide general warnings or restrictions for recreational fishers who may
eat the fish. The NYSDOH Fish Consumption Advisories are provided to all in-

dividuals who seek a NYS fishing license and a copy can be obtained by contact-
ing the NYSDOH. The NYSDOH Fish Consumption Advisories are issued inde-
pendent of the CERCLA process.

02:001515_UKOI_04_01_02-B0860 3 -3
ROD_LOT_69-FINAL.DOC-11/02/04



Reference reports: Volumes 6 and 11 6f the Draft-final Remedial Investigations Report
dated December 1996, Draft Feasibility Study Report for Three Mile Creek AOC and Six
Mile Creek AOC dated January 1999, Six Mile Creek Summary Report dated March
2000.

Comment #3 (Paul Landry)
Mr. Landry asked for a summary of the overall status of base cleanup.

Response #3

A brief summary was provided after the meeting. The status was documented and passed
out at the next Restoration Advisory Board meeting. .

WRITTEN COMMENTS

One letter was received during the public comment period. That letter was sent by Mrs.
Freda Melkun and was dated February 14, 2002. The comments in the letter are summa-
rized below. Many of the comments are general comments not related to a specific pro-
posed plan. Two comments, however, are related to specific proposed plans that were
presented at the February 7, 2002, public meeting.

Comment #1

Mrs. Melkun stated that her well was not tested, although she requested the Health De-
partment to sample.

Response #1

The NYSDOH acknowledges that Mrs. Melkun’s well was not tested. It was not a delib-
erate oversight. Results of the sampling in the early 1980s in the vicinity of Mrs.
Melkun’s home did not indicate any pattern of groundwater contamination, nor were re-
sults above drinking water standards and the sampling effort was discontinued.

Comment #2

Mrs Melkun reported suspecting chemical contamination to be the source of an illness in
1980 and also reported green bath water, dead fish and animals.

Response #2

There are reports that occasionally the green dye used to mark the runways in winter ap-
peared in Six Mile Creek. NYSDOH and the Air Force have no records of reports of
dead fish and animals in the vicinity of the base. As stated above, the off-base investiga-
tions that sampled monitoring wells and private wells concluded that there is no evidence
that people were exposed to ethylene glycol or other contaminants in drinking water at
levels of health concern in the Griffiss area.
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Comment #3

Mrs. Melkun witnessed run-off from spraying planes going into the ground along with
trichloroethylene. '

Response #3

A comprehensive environmental investigation has been completed at Griffiss Air Force
Base and no records exist of trichloroethylene being sprayed on the planes. De-icing
sprays comprised of glycols were used at various parts of the base. The status of the pro-
Jjects and maps of the contaminated areas are regularly reported at Restoration Advisory
Board Meetings. The Apron areas where planes were parked do have petroleum and sol-
vent contamination and these areas of contamination have been defined. However, please
note that these areas are located well within the base boundary and are being addressed by
the Air Force. A

Comment #4: Comment on Building 3'Drywell Proposed Plan

Mrs. Melkun repeated her concern with contamination from the drywell moving to the air
or groundwater.

Response #4

Groundwater samples were taken near the location of the former drywell. The results
from sampling efforts in 1994 and 1997 are presented on page 6 of the proposed plan.
The 1997 groundwater sampling indicated the presence of four VOCs and one SVOC;
however, none of the concentrations exceeded the most stringent criterion. The risk as-
sessment associated with the chemical concentrations found during the Remedial Investi- -
gations is presented on page 10 of the proposed plan. The results of the human health
baseline risk assessment indicate that chemicals in the soil and groundwater should not
present a risk under the current and future scenarios. The drywell and surrounding soil
were totally removed in 1987. There is no contamination present to move from soil to air
or soil to groundwater. The most recent groundwater sampling detected concentrations of
TCE less than the most stringent drinking water standards. Contamination at levels equal
to or less than the drinking water standards pose no threat to indoor air quality.

Comment #5

Mrs. Melkun stated her disappointment that no further sampling will be performed as
contamination has shifted from Griffiss to her area.

Response #5

As stated above, extensive off-base investigations have been completed and it has been
determined that there is no contamination at levels of health concern affecting off-base
property, with the possible exception of Three Mile and Six Mile Creeks. Twenty-seven
monitoring wells were sampled as part of the Off-Base Groundwater Contamination Area
of Concern. Also, more than 300 domestic wells were sampled.
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Comment # 6

Mrs. Melkun repeated her concern for swimmers in Six Mile Creek and requésted the
posting of notices.

Response #6

The water and the sediments of Six Mile and Three Mile Creeks were thoroughly tested.
The results were analyzed and showed that there is no significant risk to adults or children
when playing or fishing in the creeks provided adherence to the NYSDOH Fish Con-
sumption Advisories. Therefore, there are no additional restrictions or warnings beyond
the fishing health advisory required for recreational use of the creeks. |

Comment #7

Mrs. Melkun stated there should have been compensat1on for the health problems result-
ing from contaminated water.

. Response #7

There is no documentation that contamination released by Griffiss AFB has caused health
problems to off-base residents.

Comment #8: Comment on Electrical Power Substation Proposed Plan
Mrs. Melkun is concerned about the dioxins and furans and wants to know the cause.

Response #8

When transformer fluids get extremely hot, dioxins and furans are released. They are also
associated with PCBs. Therefore, the dioxins and furans were associated with PCB trans-
former spills. Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) concentrations did not exceed the 40 nanograms
per kilogram (ng/kg) soil guidance value in any sample. There were no high levels de-
tected.
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